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D O R O T H Y  A. K I T T E L  
EACH OF THE states and some o f  the outlying 
territories of  the United States have now established intrastate 
telecommunication networks accessible to all types of libraries within 
the state o r  terr i tory,  and  with the potential capability o f  
communicating with networks of other states; five years ago this was 
not t rue.  Although this is only one  type of  intrastate library 
cooperation, it is the type most commonly found. 
The  initial impetus for this and other types of cooperative activities 
may have been the 1936 report of the American Library Association’s 
(ALA) Committee on Federal Relations to the ALA council. Based on 
several years of study and investigation of the contemporary library 
scene and of federal grant-in-aid programs in education, agriculture, 
and highways, the committee concluded that “a system of permanent 
annual federal grants-in-aid to libraries is essential to the complete and 
adequate development of library service throughout the LJnited 
States.”’ While the committee directed its attention to the rationale and 
structure of federal aid to states for the development of public library 
services, it recognized the need to stimulate and assist library services in 
the public elementary and secondary schools and in public institutions 
of higher education. These institutions were seen as “essentially part of 
any general plan for complete service to all the people, and in this sense 
educational libraries belong to the ‘public library system’ of any state.”* 
Federal grants-in-aid would be essential to assist in a general program 
of library cooperation and in the coordination of library resources on a 
regional and national scale. However, the committee opposed the use 
of federal subsidies to establish a single unified pattern of library 
service th roughou t  the country.  I t  saw the states, the local 
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communities, and the nation all contributing to the development of a 
cooperative plan for the improvement of library service. It maintained 
that: “The function of the federal library agency is to oversee the 
distribution of federal grants-in-aid and to assure the efficient use of 
federal appropriations through the exercise of reasonable supervisory 
powers. The  state library agency is responsible for the formulation of 
state plans of library development and for the distribution of federal 
grants to the libraries in counties, cities, and towns. Finally, the local 
units, as is now the case, have full authority in the administration of 
their libraries and also, as no\\’, are responsible for the success or failure 
of library ~ e r v i c e . ” ~  
In its discussion of federal assistance for library cooperation and 
coordination of library resources, the committee identified some 
aspects requiring investigation: “storage and distribution of library 
materials . . . including . . . unused and surplus materials and the 
distribution of duplicates . . . the photographic reproduction of 
newspapers and other  research materials . . coordination of I 
research materials th rough agreements  concerning fields of  
responsibility: development of special collections: organization of 
regional bibliographic centers, and of document and newspaper 
centers . . . [and] development of an integrated system of interlibrary 
loan service for general readers as well as scholars.”‘ 
The  recommendations of the committee did not result in the 
immediate passage of federal grant-in-aid legislation. However, as the 
economic conditions of the 1930sbegan to improve and the depression 
approached its end, the concepts in the report were widely discussed 
among library leaders, and the ALA began to search for ways to 
implement the recommendations. It began to sponsor specific 
proposals for federal grants to the states to be used for local library 
services, which were attached to bills for federal aid to state school 
systems. However, World U’ar I1 required enormous outlays of federal 
funds for military purposes, and the educational groups failed to 
obtain legislation for federal aid.5 
After World War 11, the leadership of the library profession focused 
again on  the need for federal financial assistance for library 
development. However, instead of seeking broad, general aid, an 
attempt was made to produce “a bill of some kind which would be 
specific enough in its objectives to be comprehensible, glamorous 
enough to stir the imagination, and limited enough in scope and time 
to avoid mass antagonism and competition with the National 
Education Association in its drive for federal aid to education.”6 
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Accounts of the efforts to achieve passage of library legislation -
from the March 12, 1946, introduction in Congress of the “Public 
Library Demonstration Bill,” to June 19, 1956, when the Library 
Services Act was signed into law by President Eisenhower -have been 
recorded in the literature and will not be repeated here. It should be 
noted, however, that in testimony before Congressional committees 
witnesses have repeatedly stressed that the provision of library services 
to rural areas currently without library services or  with inadequate 
library services would: “open up  enormous library resources to these 
areas. Librarians have worked out cooperative methods of lending 
their books and files and other materials to such a degree that there can 
be a constant flow of valuable library materials to these rural areas once 
the outlets are established for their utilization.”’ 
As experience was gained in administering the Library Services Act 
(LSA),it became apparent that the provision limiting the use of federal 
funds to rural areas with populations of less than 10,000 was inhibiting 
the development of a coordinated library program that could bring 
about maximum availability and utilization of library resources and 
services. Bills designed to overcome this limitation were introduced in 
both houses of Congress. These bills proposed to remove the rural 
limitation on public library programs; to provide federal financial 
assistance for public school libraries and college and university 
libraries; and to provide federal funds for library training institutes 
similar to the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) institutes for 
teachers of science, mathematics and foreign languages. It was 
recognized that the growing need for information and education for 
all people and the rapidly expanding body of knowledge made good 
libraries essential at all levels of education and that a coordinated 
program of library development was needed. 
The Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA) was signed into 
law on February 11, 1964. It amended the original rural program to 
include grants for public library services to urban areas and funds for 
public library construction. Although the act did not specifically 
mandate interlibrary cooperation, the thrust of larger units of service 
for public libraries and of centralization of many functions begun 
under LSA (i.e., technical processing, reference and research services, 
shared specialized personnel, and cooperative book and other media 
acquisition, storage and loan) was carried forward by including urban 
public libraries in the developing systems. Proposals were made for 
federal assistance to public elementary and secondary school and 
academic libraries, and  for  a coordinated program of  library 
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development. There was recognition of the interdependence of 
libraries of all kinds and of the need for simultaneous development of 
all libraries and for the training of librarians in order to effect the most 
efficient and effective improvement of library service. 
In  many states there was an increased awareness of the “community 
of interests” among libraries of different sizes and types. Many states 
recognized the need for broad-scale statewide planning for library 
development. For example, Rhode Island passed a comprehensive 
library law in May 1964 which provided for the creation of a 
Department of State Library Services, and state grants-in-aid to local, 
regional and statewide resource center libraries, including grants for 
public library construction. Other states undertook various types of 
surveys to encourage service programs which would coordinate the 
services and resources of all libraries.* 
In 1963 legislation providing federal assistance for school, academic 
and medical libraries was enacted: the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, the Higher Education Act, and the Medical Library 
Assistance Act. There was no legislative provision for coordinating the 
activities carried out under these acts, nor for requiring coordination 
with activities carried out under the LSCA, which was to be terminated 
June 30, 1966. As expected, however, legislation to extend the LSCA 
was introduced in Congress in January 1966, and on July 19 an 
expanded and amended LSCA was signed into law. It authorized three 
new programs, including Title 111, Interlibrary Cooperation, designed 
for the establishment and maintenance of local, regional, state o r  
interstate cooperative networks of libraries, including state, school, 
college and university, public and special libraries and information 
centers to provide maximum effective use of funds in providing 
services to all It required each state to appoint a statewide 
advisory council, which was to be broadly representative of both 
professional library interests and library users. 
During the first year of funding under Title 111, the states were 
limited to using federal funds for planning purposes. Surveys were the 
most frequently reported activities in this fiscal year. Primary areas of 
concern were: (1)determining library resources in the state that could 
be utilized under this title, and (2)evaluating methods of cooperation 
among different types of libraries to make library materials more 
readily available to all persons in an area. 
When funds for program activities were made available in fiscal year 
(FY) 1968, fifty of  the eligible fifty-six states and  territories 
participated in the LSCA Title I11 program. Program activities 
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included: (1) identification and location of  library resources available 
in the state or  region; (2) establishment or  expansion of interlibrary 
loan and reference networks to include all types of libraries and 
information centers and,  in some states, the Regional Medical 
Libraries and State Technical Services Act information centers; (3) 
establishment o r  expansion of processing centers using modern 
technology and equipment; and (4) coordination of the acquisition of 
materials among types of libraries within a geographic area. These 
types of activities were continued in the next fiscal years. Some LSCA 
Title I programs in cooperative networks merged with Title I11 
programs. 
Interstate activities also became more evident. The  C.S.  Office of 
Education, Region VII sponsored a workshop for the five states in that 
region -Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma and Texas -
on “Mobilizing Resources to Affect Interlibrary Cooperation.” The  
program which grew out of this conference is treated fully in the article 
by Young, Brawner and Martin elsewhere in this issue. 
It is not possible to trace here the evolution of each of the states’ 
programs of interlibrary cooperation; nor, with the limitations of 
space, can a truly analytical appraisal of the programs be undertaken. 
An attempt will instead be made to describe the development of 
intertype library activities in several states as reported by the state 
library agencies in their annual reports to the Office of Education on 
LSCA activities. Intertype library networks in New York, Illinois, 
California, Maryland and Washington have been analyzed by 
Genevieve Casey in The Public Library in the Network Mode, in which she 
focuses on “the role of the public library in the emerging intertype 
library networks.”’O The  reader is also referred to the annotated 
bibliography, Cooperation between Types of Libraries, 1940-1968, and its 
supplements.” 
Each state designed its plan for Title I11 according to its perceived 
needs and according to the available resources which might enable it to 
reach its objectives of  establishing and maintaining cooperative 
networks of libraries. In  some states the mere gathering of academic, 
public, school and special librarians and library users to discuss the 
potentials of intertype library cooperation was a major achievement. 
For example, in the first year of Title 111 activities, the Florida state 
library contracted with the Florida Library Association to sponsor a 
conference on interlibrary cooperation and to identify activities that 
could and should be undertaken. In  succeeding years funds were used 
to purchase equipment to inaugurate data transmission between the 
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business, science and technology division of the Orlando Public 
Library and the technical information division of the [Jniversity of 
Florida Libraries. This teletype network was expanded to include more 
public and university libraries. The  state library became the central 
screening agency for interlibrary loan requests from school and public 
libraries to the university libraries and the Florida Health Center 
Library. In  its 1970 annual report, the Florida state library stated: 
“Title I11 programs have paved the way for greater interaction 
between public, special and academic libraries. The  interlibrary loan 
network has traffic both ways. . , . The network has emphasized the 
fluid resource concept, , . . Cooperation between school and public 
libraries is increasing also, especially at the state level where joint 
meetings frequently encompass new projects, philosophies, trends.”’* 
Interaction has continued and has led to such actions as: the planning, 
preparation and publication of a Florida LJnion List of Serials; the 
development of a depository system for state documents for improved 
access within all types of libraries; and continuing study and evaluation 
of cooperative planning. 
In other states intertype cooperative activities were undertaken 
more rapidly. For example, Arizona used Title I funds to contract with 
the Arizona State University, Bureau of Educational Research and 
Development, to conduct a comprehensive survey of library and 
information services, resources and needs of the state. The  advisory 
committee for the survey was made up ofrepresentatives from all types 
of libraries and library education. When Title I11 planning money 
became available in 1967, the state library again contracted with the 
bureau for a survey with recommendations for implementing Title 111. 
Cooperative projects were thus being developed on the basis of the 
findings of a survey. In 1968, after publication of the survey, a series of 
workshops was held in different areas of the state for librarians, 
trustees, governmental officials and lay people to publicize the findings 
of the survey. Reporting on FY 1969, the Arizona State Library Agency 
indicated that  Title 111 had been very frui t ful  in Arizona. 
Communications networks, union lists, and cooperative patterns were 
created which greatly enhanced library services in the state. A great 
deal of knowledge was gained even from the one unsuccessful 
cooperative venture. In  succeeding years the Title I11 program has 
included: (1) demonstrations designed to involve the community more 
meaningfully in school and public libraries services, with the school 
library offering its resources at night to all citizens in the community 
and with special programs to preschool children and their mothers in 
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the neighborhood; (2) updating the union list of serials and expanding 
it to include holdings of some libraries in Nevada and New Mexico; (3) 
a joint project with the California State Library to provide full library 
services to geographically remote areas in Yuma County, Arizona, and 
Imperial County, California; and (4) continuing support of the 
Western Interstate Commission on Higher Education project of  
continuing education for library personnel. 
In 1974, with the development of regional library systems, known as 
Library Area Reference Service Systems, the Arizona state library 
reported: “The  Channeled Arizona Information Network has 
developed into an efficient interlibrary loan and reference network 
where nearly 7,000 authorititle requests were received with 78% hits 
and  a n  average tu rn -a round  time o f  6.8 days. Nearly 900  
subjectlreference requests were received and 100% answered.” 
Other states have moved in similar directions, but with slightly 
different approaches to improving the provision of library and 
information services. For example, the Indiana General Assembly 
enacted a Library Services Authority designed to encourage libraries 
of all types to coordinate their activities for the more efficient use of 
resources. T h e  act enables local authori t ies  having library 
responsibilities to join together in a municipal corporation in order to 
provide services which they deem necessary. By the endofFY 1974 five 
Area Library Service Authorities had been established. 
The  area library council seems to be a new concept of structure for 
library service emerging in the states, nurtured by state library and 
local planning and LSCA Title 111. While there are variations in the 
concept, they share some common attributes: 
1. The  library authorities within a geographic area of some states have 
recognized that the needs of their clienteles cannot be met 
adequately by one single type of library; fulfilling these needs 
requires coordinated efforts by all those responsible for providing 
library and information services within the area. 
2. 	They have organized into library councils in order to facilitate the 
efforts of individual institutions to undertake programs of  
coordination. 
3. 	The  councils, with membership from all types of libraries in the 
area, meet regularly to: discuss problems in serving their clienteles; 
identify the strengths and weaknesses of their resources in 
materials, staff o r  facilities; explore possible methods of solving 
problems by cooperative efforts; and design proposals that might 
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help solve the problems - both those that require additional 
resources, and those that can be accomplished by reassigning 
responsibility for sharing present resources to meet client needs. 
Factors that have brought forth the new area library council include: 
The  LSCA Amendments of 1965 required the state library agencies 
to appoint advisory councils for each new program. The  law 
specified that the Advisory Council on Interlibrary Cooperation be 
representative of all types of libraries and information centers, thus 
mandating a mechanism for bringing together academic, public, 
special, school and state librarians to develop plans for the use of 
funds made available under this program. 
Title II-A of the Higher Education Act of 1965 encouraged 
academic libraries to form consortia and jointly plan for the 
acquisition of library materials. 
The  Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Title 11, 
School Library Resources, stimulated more comprehensive 
planning for the use of materials purchased by the funds made 
available and ,  in some states, encouraged the creation of  
multischool district libraryimedia service units. 
These 1965 laws provided vehicles for persons responsible for 
library services to move ahead toward the goal of developing 
coordinated networks of libraries and information centers. However, 
although vehicles were provided there were no road maps, and people 
were movinginvaryingdirections.Then ,  in 1970, the U.S.O.E. and the 
ALA sponsored a Conference on Interlibrary Communication and 
Information Networks (CICIN) which was charged to “explore and 
study the implications that would follow if a network of libraries and 
information centers were established in the United state^."'^ At the 
same time, the LSCA was amended to require the states to develop a 
“comprehensive five-year program which identifies a State’s library 
needs and sets forth the activities to be taken toward meeting the 
identified needs supported with the assistance of Federal funds made 
available under this Act.”14 The  law also required the states’ long-range 
programs to “set forth effective policies and procedures for the 
coordination of programs and projects supported under this Act with 
library programs and projects operated by institutions of higher 
education or  local elementary or  secondary schools and with other 
public or  private library services programs.”’j Here was the impetus 
for statewide coordinated planning for library and information 
services - i.e., for the states to develop their road maps. 
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There were, ofcourse, other factors -some local, others regional or  
national - that have encouraged breaking through the roadblocks to 
interlibrary cooperation. Those described above, however, seem to be 
the most significant. 
Joseph Becker, director of  CICIN,  observed that :  “ ‘Social 
engineering’ is required to overcome many of the obstacles to network 
progress. There seems little doubt that technology can aid the process, 
but the fundamental requirement is to motivate institutions to develop new 
patterns of organization that will permit consortia and networks to 
operate effectively. Conference discussions made it very clear that a 
monolithic network structure imposed from the top down will not 
work. Meaningful network development  requires  grassroots 
motivation and grassroots support [emphasis added].”I6 The  network 
configuration envisioned by the CICIN Network Organization 
Working Group included “a formalized structure which interrelates 
existing and future libraries and information centers, involving the 
organization of these units at the local, state, regional and national 
l e ~ e l s . ” ’ ~The  group also saw the need for a coordinating agency at 
each hierarchical level.. 
Area library councils have the potential of  serving as the 
coordinating agencies at the local level, enabling smaller libraries to 
draw on resources of larger libraries and making the resources of 
libraries with specialized functions accessible through organized 
patterns of referral. The  councils may also serve as nodes in the 
general-purpose statewide network.  T h r o u g h  some of their  
components they may, in addition, have access to special networks, e.g., 
the automation programs of the Library of Congress, the National 
Library of Medicine and the National Agricultural Library. 
A review of the long-range and annual programs submitted in late 
1972 by the fifty states, as required by the LSCA, reveals that nineteen 
states had, as a specific long-range goal, the development of some form 
of area library council; of these, ten had projects in their FY 1973 
programs directed toward reaching this goal. In fifteen states this goal 
was implied in the long-range program and four states had projects in 
their FY 1973 programs. Only one state, in its long-range program, 
had neither a stated nor an implied goal of establishing area library 
councils. 
T h e  260-member Regional Library Council, which serves the 
Chicago metropolitan area, is probably the most advanced of the area 
councils now in existence. It was incorporated as a nonprofit Illinois 
corporation in 1972, and in 1973 began the development of a five-year 
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plan of ser\iice.’* Its mission, as stated in the five-year plan, is “to 
coordinate acti\ ities of the member libraries in cooperative ventures, in 
order to assure improved access to the materials and information in all 
the libraries and information centers within the area of the council for 
all residents of that area.”’$ Council members identified areas in which 
planning was required: users, nonusers, and the unserved; personnel: 
acquisitions: tools; collections; information services to clientele; 
facilities: operations; finances; cooperation, education, and attitudes: 
and communications, promotion, and marketing. The  results of  
planning efforts culminated in the debelopment of goals and subgoals 
in each area. Once the council membership accepted the mission, goals 
and subgoals and ordered the priorities, the planning areas became 
acthity areas, for which a general goal and subgoals were developed 
and long- and short-range activities were specified. There is provision 
for  a process o f  cont inuous review, evaluation and  fu r the r  
strengthening of the plan, which the council considers as a document 
in process, never to be completed. 
In these states interlibrary cooperative activities have changed in 
emphasis and focus. From single-purpose projects involving more 
than one type of library -such as the expansion or establishment of a 
telecommunications network for interlibrary loan and reference 
services, the development of centralized technical processing centers, 
the development of union catalogs and lists, and surveys of library 
resources and needs - these states have moved to projects requiring 
types of libraries within a geographic area to cooperatively assess 
needs, jointly develop plans and programs to meet needs, and jointly 
evaluate their efforts. This requires a commitment from each type of 
library represented on the council to see itself in relation to the total 
community and to the world of library and information services. 
From this brief review of intertype library cooperative activities, it 
seems apparent that librarians and information users have devised 
many strategies and systems to obtain the information they need. 
There is great concern about the need for a national network and for 
compatibility among the various state and  regional networks. 
However, it seems clear that networks and other cooperative activities 
are being developed at the local, state and regional levels to meet 
specific needs at those levels. It is doubtful that a national network can 
be designed to meet the state and local requirements for all kinds of 
information transmission. A national network must be designed to 
overarch the state and regional networks. It must allow for diversity 
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among political entities as well as among subject specializations such as 
law, medicine, art and agriculture. This is the challenge now facing the 
profession. 
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